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July 13, 1992 


AIR MAIL 

Mr. Nicholas S. Marlow 
Reddie & Grose 
16 Theobalds Road 
London WC1X 8PL 
ENGLAND 

Re: U.S. Pat. Appln. No. 07/767,157 
Your File: 31542 

Our File: PTR-0110_ 


Dear Nick: 

Enclosed is a copy of an Examiner's Action (with 
references) issued by the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
on July 8, 1992 in connection with this case. 

The Examiner has objected to the drawings as not 
showing holes 28 clearly enough, and has suggested that a 
cross-sectional or other view may be necessary. However, it 
is not clear that the Examiner has seen the formal drawings, 
filed December 12, 1991, because the action also includes a 

Notice of Draftsman's Patent Drawing Review addressed to the 
informal drawings filed with the application. So I propose 
first to argue that the formal drawings show the holes 
clearly. However, you should begin thinking about what kind 
of view you would like to use for a new drawing in the event 
that the objection is maintained. 

With respect to the Section 103 obviousness 
rejection, which is based on the United States counterpart 
of the European specification discussed in the present 
specification, along with the White patent, I look forward 
to your comments. 
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Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/knpjOOOO 
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A response is due October 8, 1992. Please review 
the action with the inventors and let me have your 
instructions for response well in advance of the due date, 
so that a timely response can be filed. 

Very truly yours, 


JHI:bas Jeffrey H. Ingerman 

Encs. 

cc: Mr. Jagdish Mandiratta (w/encs.) 
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